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PENNY-WISE 


Vol. Ill, No. 3 


Consecutive Issue No. 12 


May 15, 1969 


Welcome to another great issue of PENNY-WISE! Once again, we've come up 
with another first! Thanks to Julius Reiver, many of you will discover that you have 
a most Interesting and unusual coin in your collection of Late Dates! 

And PENNY-WISE gives you a preview of what you can expect to find In Walter 
Breen's new book on large cents when it is released for sale ! 

For those of you who have difficulty in locating previously published material in 
Volumes I and 1 1, we recommend that you consult the Index which is Included herewith. 
PENNY-WISE is indebted to Charlie Funk, Jr. who spent many hours in preparing this 
complete tabulation. We're sure that you will agree with us that it is a tremendous 
piece of work! We purposely didn't number the pages at the bottom, so that you can 
remove the entire section and add it to your previous volumes where it will be readily 
available. 

Be sure to read Paul Carter's essay on Love Tokens you'll find the informa- 

tion to be quite fascinating. And Member X's account of Old Cent Whist will entertain 
you too maybe you'd like to participate in a game, yourself? 

Our president. Herb Sllberman, sounds off in "Two Cents Worth" and would like 
your reaction to his comments; and Capt. Wright gets in his "Two Cents Worth" too. 

And we're sure that all of you. are anxious to see Wright's answers to the last 
Penny Quiz. Wasn't that a toughle ' 

Because of our limitation of space, we've had to leave out a lot of interesting 

articles but we'll bring them to you in the next issue, due July 15 

they're something to look forward to: "Old Time Collectors and Dealers" by Walter 
Breen and Warren Lapp; "Attributing the 1843's" by Julius Reiver; "A Listing of 
Major Personnel at the U. S. Mint, 1793-1857"; "The First American Photograph"; 
"The 'Dashed Date' Varieties"; an Interesting stoiy about the 1814 cents; "Surviving 
Mementoes of the First U. S. Mint" by Warren Lapp; and a story about the first mail 
auction sale of large cents. Of course there will be many other articles of interest as 
well as our regular features. 

Maybe you have an article which should appear in PENNY-WISE or an idea for 
one which needs only to be set down on paper. If so, let us hear from you. We'll be 
glad to lend our help to you in such an endeavor, if you wish. 

Have a pleasant summer! 

THE EDITORS 
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The following article was prepared by Walter Breen and has been submitted by 
him to PENNY-WISE for publication. It represents Breen's prelinlnary notes on 
Proof large cents, and readily shows the detail and extent of his research which will be 
included in his new book on large cents, soon to be published. 

PROOF LARGE CENTS - PRELIMINARY NOTES 

Walter Breen 

1817. (Occasion: Silver Jubilee of the Mint) N-6 I have not seen it; known from 
mention in Newcomb. (1) Beckwith 51: where is it? (2)1 have heard that 
one specimen has perfect Proof obverse, frosty reverse, like the 1817/3 
half dollar of this year. 

Not struck at beginning of t:\e year: true order is N-2, 1, 16, 3, 6, .... 

(1817 N-9: TJC 151: not credited here; believed Proof by Clarke but if doubted 
even by the cataloguer of that collection, it probably isn't. ) 

1818. N-7. (1 ) The piece mentioned by Newcomb: presumably ex Hines. The 
alleged second example, Lahrman 298 ex Sloss ex Clarke ex Dr. French is 
dubious . 

1819/8. (1 ) Beckwith 54, nicked. Is this the JJP coin ? (2) Dupont 568, nicked. 

(3) Bareford, 

1819 N“2. Reported by Waj4;e Raymond and elsewhere, not verified. 

1819 N-8. (1) Coin reported by Newcomb. But compare Sloss 306; (2)Mougeyll8 
(3) Mougey 119, both going to SHC. Note, however, that TJClarke 166 
ex HChapman as Proof turned out not to be. 

1819 N-9. (1 ) Coin reported by Newcomb. (2 ) Kissner 371 Impaired. Note that 

TJClarke 170 ex Do-.vning, alleged Proof, wasn't. 

1820/181 large date. N-1. Bareford, ex 1952 ANA, Downing, Hines, Beckwith 57. 
Conservatism prevented its listing as a Proof in 1952 ANA Convention sale, 
but it apparently is one. 

1820 N-6. Kagin, ex Ryder 843, WR, Mougey 132, Sleicher 1051. Cf. also 

Parmelee 926, bought by HPSmith for an unnamed buyer at that sale, possibly 
Sleicher. 

1820 N-10. (1 ) Smithsonian. (2) Dupont 591. 

The 1820 N-13 in Winsor 916, called Proof, is from cracked dies, and uncracked 
non- Proofs are known. Status therefore dubious. Four stars flat. I know 
this piece only from the illustration. 

1821 N-1. Probably high R6, not R7. (1 ) Smithsonian, impaired. (2 ) AK ex '52 

ANA, Dov/ning, TJC, French 1249. (3) Helfenstein 85 ex Brand ex Dr. Hall. 
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Quadruple tmpressious at stars, hence four blows required to bring up deslgn. 

(4) G. Reale ex L. Holland ex Atwater; light rim dent; (5) Newcomb 1 1 542 . 

(6) Benedetti ex Sloss 142 ex Gasklll, Brand. I have seen at least five 
others, one JJP. Two were Mougey 133-4; cf. also Beckwith 59 ex Slelcher 
1573. 

1821 N-2. Claimed to exist; unverified: (1 ) Winsor 918; <2) Bareford. Clarke 180 

ex Bauer, called A Proof, wasn't. 

1822 N-10. (1) Smithsonian, ex Benjamin Haines sale of 1863. (2) Omaha City 

Library, ex Byron Reed estate. (3 ) Ex NN 54th sale #1335, ex JBWilson 
(1908). (4) JJP. I have seen at least three others. Obverse border always 
narrow at top. 

1822 N-12: claimed by Dr. French, not verified, dubious. 

1822 N-6. (1 ) Mougey 136, probably the coin mentioned by Newcomb. The Clarke 186 
piece ex French turned out not to be. 

1822 N-4. One seen, private collection, early 1950's, not now traced. 

1823/22. N-1 earliest state. (1 ) Smithsonian, ex Mint collection, cleaned. (2) 

Newcomb II 556 ex Parmelee 949. (3) Untraced, ex Beckwith 62, Wetmore 616, 
Mills 1308, Zanoni, McCoy: pictured in Guidebook, Standard Catalogue, 

Wayte Ra 3 unond claimed he had seen a perfect date coin. Unverified. 

1825. N-9. (1) ANS ex Mougey 149, Beckwith 67, R.D. Book, Clapp. (2 ) Bement 354, 

minor obv. nick. (3) Mougey 148 ex Parmelee. Others reported are usually 
short of proper striking quality, e.g. Clarke 204-5, Helfenstein 110. 

Others of N-2 and N-6 reported, both from Dr. French, and therefore dubious. 

1826. Benjamin H. Collins, dealer in the 1880's-90's, claimed to have owned one; 
unverified. Clarke's N-9, which he called a Proof, isn't. 

1827. N-7, first variety of the year. (1 ) Dupont 658. Cf.Cleneay 1867. 

1827. N-1. (1) Beckwith 72 ex Mougey 153. (2\ Dupont 651 to NN for an Eastern 

specialist. (3 ) Smithsonian (verify). (4) Clarke 213, unverified. 

1827. N-2. ANS ex Ellsworth, Clapp. 

1827. N-4. (1 ) Smithsonian. (2 ) Dupont 653 , nicked. (3) Newcomb II 583. 

(4) Zabriskie 813. (5) Bareford. Fifteen seen in all, probably representing 

about a dozen different specimens. 

1828. N-8. (1) ANS ex Clapp. (2 ) Newcomb 11.599, traces of handling. 

1828. N-5. (1 ) Smithsonian, cleaned. (2 ) Cleneay 1869. (3 ) former E. Taylor 
coin, ex Mehl via TJClarke 223>. (4) ’Beckwith 74. 
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Rumors persist of N-10 Proof, unverified; and the N-1 claimed to exist appears to be 

the "Sheraton" (Ernest Henderson )-TJC 22 - Sloss 172 coin, proving not to be. 

1829. N-6. (1 ) Eliasberg, bronzed, possibly ex Mougey 161. (2 ) Bement 359. 

(3) Dupont 677. One of these is probably ex Zanoni, Cleneay 1872. (4) 
Helfenstein 129 ex CDSmith ex NN 54th, 1543, ex old Philadelphis estate. 

(5) Beckwith 76. First and tenth stars rounded. 

1829. N-8. Dr. French 490, dubious. 

1829. N-1. Reported: Bareford, unverified. 

1830. N-10. (1 ) Smithsonian. (2 ) Newcomb II 421, (3 ) LM sale, 1967, ex 
Switzerland. (4) One other shown me in 1950 's. One of these is presumably 
Mougey 163 ex Zanoni, Cleneay 1874. 

1831. N-11. First variety of the year. Of. Lahrman 367, Stickney 1596, The 
French-Clarke coin wasn't. 

1831. N-9. Ryder's, misattributed as N-12 , had Proof obv. , unc. rev. 

1831. N-6. Dupont 695, possibly ex Parmelee 1010. Proof obv. , unc. rev. 

1831. N-10, (1) Newcomb II 631, obv. Prf. , rev. unc. (2) Bement (3) Sawicki 660, 
obv. Prf., rev. unc. Cf. Cleneay 1876, Cf. also Mougey 168 small letters, 

169 large letters, respectively to SHChapman and H Chapman, not attributed. 

1831. N-3. (1) Beckwith 78 ex HPSmith 1144. This has small slanting nick before 
forelock. (2) 1952 ANA Conv. sale, lot 2176, ex Hines, Downing; bought by 
EMSeneca Jr. Possibly same as foregoing. (3) Dupont 691. (4) Lahrman 
365, ex TJC 238, ex C. David Pierce. (5) TJClarke 237. (6) Ronald Stolberg 
ex Sloss. (7)JJP. (8) Bareford. Cf. also Dr. French 513. Others have 
been seen. This may be high R6. 

1832. N-1. (1) DN ex Dupont 707. This is apparently Mickley 2032 - Mackenzie 678 - 
Keeney - Chubbuck 1692 - Winsor 937. (2 ) Cleneay 1879, later presumably 
JBWilson 1073 (1908). 

1833. N-4. Ex R. C. W. Brock, NN. Quadruple impression on lips. 

The N-3 claimed as Clarke 252 ex Dr. French (naturally) reappeared as Sloss 184 as 

"prooflike". I didn't see it. Cf. also Bement 363. 

1834. N-7. (1) Newcomb II 656. (2) Ex Dr. French, CMWilliams, badly cleaned; 
exhibited ANS 1914. Proofs only. PHOTOGRAPH NEEDED. 

1834. N-3. Struck November, 1834, after the N-4's and before some N-3's. (1) King 
of Siam Proof set. (2) Cleneay 1883, later Mougey 178, Beckwith 81, illustrated 
Standard Catalogue. (3) Mougey 179. (4) Smithsonian. I have seen three 
others, possibly more. 

1835. N-11. (1) ANS ex GHClapp, from Barney Bluestone, Feb. 1938, (2) Newcomb 
II 666. 
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N-13. (1) Newcomb II 668, obv. Prf. , rev. unc. A secoad rumored. 

1835. Head of '36. N-7. Minute quadruple impressions. Ira Reed to Leonard Holland 
to NN, thence NN 54th sale, lot 1545, to Lester Merkin to private collection. 

1836. N-1. (1) Smithsonian. (2 ) Ex Brock, Univ. of Penna. , now untraced. 

(3) NN 56th sale, lot 581 (ex Frank Hussey), to Wayne,G. Slife, afterwards 
reconsigned to NN, thence to Jon Hanson and unnamed private collection. 

(4) Mougey 192. (5) One other evidently known to Newcomb. 

1837. Head of '36. N-3. (1) Coin reported in Newcomb, untraced ( Hines ?) . 

(2) Clarke 278. (3 ) Impaired Proof formerly in WHB collection. Cf. 

Mougey 199. 

1837. N-13. WCB. 

1837. Second head. N-6. Newcomb II 682. 

1837. N-8. Newcomb II 684. 

1837. Head of '38. N-10. (1 ) Hines V , mentioned by Newcomb. (2 ) Ernest 
Henderson, "Sheraton", Clarke 284, unseen. (3) One other seen, in private 
hands. Cf. also Bement 376, Cleneay 1892. 

1838. N-8. (1) Coin reported by Newcomb. Cf. Newcomb II 696. 

1838. N-11. (1) ANS ex Clapp ex Wayte Raymond 9/1925. (2) Dupont 792 to DN. 

(3) WCB, ex Clarke 300, ex Ernest Henderson, ex Sheldon, ex Hines, ex 

Wurtzbach. (4) Norweb ex Clarke 299. (5) HPSmith duplicate to Roebling, 
to NN. (6) Newcomb II 699. (7) Sternberg 1669, May, 1956. Cf. also 

"Andrews 14" in B. Bluestone auction VIII, 2/17/1933, lot 381. I have seen 
one other. 

1839. No authentic example seen. N-2 is reported from Stickney 1618, N-6 from Dr. 
French collection, ANS 1914 exhibit. Neither verified. 

1840. N-2, small 18 over large 18. (1) Smithsonian. (2) Lahrman 411 ex Sloss ex 

Clarke 309 ex C. David Pierce. (3 ) TJClarke 310 ex WFMorgan ex Beckwith 
95. (4) Dupont 808. Many other records. This is definitely R6, not R7. 
Gardner 1166, Mougey 218-9, others. 

1841. N-1. Proofs only. Probably R5, at best low R6. Six were in the Chapman 
"Eavenson" sale of 1903 (probably from V/.E. DuBois or Patterson DuBois): 
three in Mougey; a cleaned one sold in 1964 for $700. 

1842. Small date. N-1. (1 ) ANS ex RDBook, Clapp. (2) Rev. rim dent. Ex 1952 

ANA Conv. , 2198, ex Downing, ex Hines. (3) Kagin ex Clarke 317 ex Dr. 
French. (4) DN, ex 1959 Metropolitan, Philip Straus estate. (5) Smithsonian. 
(6) WFMorgan (1952) ex Beckwith 98 ex Mougey 225, Frossard, Parmelee 
1137. Cf. also Mougey 226, Stickney 1628. Cf. also cleneay 838 Proof set, 

837 set, Winsor 1066 set. 
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1842. Large date. N-3. (1) ANS ex Beckwith 99, Clapp. (2) Downing, privately 

sold. (3) The Schilke Proof set. (4) One seen in private collection, 1950's. 

1843. N-14. (1| Smithsonian. (2) Andrews, Newcomb II 736. (3) Pearl, Clarke 

325. (4 ) Clarke 324. (5) Geiss 224. <6 ) Lahrman 474. (7) B. Frank 27. 

(8) Mougey227. (9) Swiss collection to LM 1967 sale; weak strike. 

(10) Morgan, ex Beckwith 100. (11) JJP cased set ex Neil 2202. Doubtless 

others exist. That in Winsor 1067 cased set may be N-14. 

1843. N-4. Is claimed to exist in Proof: Mougey 230 ex J. Grier Ralston, unverified. 

1843. B-19. Obverse of N-14, rev. die file marks through NI, ERI. Die of Ryder 
917. WCB. 

1844. N-1. (1 ) Specimen mentioned in Newcomb: Hines? 

1844. B-8. PC midway curves of 8. Naked-eye spine from end of bust; under a glass 
it shows as part of serif of 1 , and within bust is top of an 8. Rev. has small 
die chip between denticles opposite ribbon end. (1 ) Smithsonian (2) JJP. 

(3) Dupont 848 - DN. (4) Boyd to NN 51st, lot 1253 to Dr. Rutenberg. 

(5) TJClarke 328 ex Macallister. (6) Clarke 329 ex Mehl. (7) Sloss 225. 

(8) WFMorgan ex Beckwith 102 ex Mougey 235. (9) Norweb ex Mougey 236. 

(10) WCB ex 1948 ANA, O.T. Sghia. (11 ) Philadelphia collection ex Bluestone, 
Jan. 15, 1940. Cf. Stickney 1788 set. Dr. Judd cased set. I have seen at 
least four others, one badly cleaned. Usually off center, border narrower at 
bottom obverse. 

1845. N-2. Dupont 850 to DN. 

1845. N-5. WCB ex TLElder 2/6/1915 lot 1752. 

1845. N-8. (1 ) Kagin ex Ryder 921 ex Earle 3562. I am uncertain if this is the coin 

mentioned by Newcomb. 

1845. N-14. Reverse same as 1844 B-8. (1) Smithsonian. (2) Pearl 383. 

(3) JJP ex Dupont 859. (4) Philadelphia collection ex Mehl, 11/18/38. 

(5) WCB ex Williams 493 (1949 or 1950). (6) Mathewson, to Picker, May 
1955. Cf. Mougey 238; Beckwith 103. Cf. also Stickney 1789 Proof set. 

1846. Small date, closed 6. N-1, reported (1) Dr. French 648, exhibited ANS 1914; 
(2) 1949 ANA, lot 1792 ex Starr ex Newcomb ( ! ) 

1846. N-4 Double date. WCB ex Hines. 

1846. N-19. Perfect die. ( 1 ) Piece mentioned by Newcomb: Hines? (2) and (3) 
Two offered by Walter F. Webb to Homer Downing, July, 1941. 
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N-21a. (Reverse has borders around E's in ONE CENT; S OF doubled; 
faint die file marks through UNIT. ) Kagin, ex Ryder sale, ex Elder, June 
1911, lot 1361. 

1846. B-22. Proofs only. Obverse like N-1 7: PC midway curves of 8, small 
reversed-C mark on neck; irregularities in 184. Rev. Die of 1844 B-8. 
Usually, border narrow below date. (1) Smithsonian. (2) Dupont 873 to JJP. 
(3) Dupont 872 to same buyer. (4) WCB. (4) Philadelphia specialist ex Mehl 
1/22/38. Cf. also Mougey 244 to Sleicher; Beckwith 104 from a set. 

1846. Small date, open 6. N-10. (1) Coin mentioned by Newcomb, not traced. 

(2) Dr. French-TJClarke 335, not verified. 

1846. Tall date. B-27. Proof only. Similar to N-13 but without line crossing 1; 

PC inner right curve of 8, 1 free of border; die file marks at ERT and ear. 
Rev. of 1844 B~8. (1) Dupont 874 allegedly ex Dr. French, to NN for private 

collection. (2) TJC 336 supposedly ex Dr. French 661. (3) Boyd to NN 51st, 

lot 1258. (4) Beckwith 106 ex Mougey 245, from the Cleneay Proof set, lot 

839. May possibly duplicate one of the foregoing. 

Proof sets were made this year, probably celebrating the admission of Iowa into the 
Union on December 28; these would presumably include tall date cents. The earlier 
ones with small date may have celebrated the admission of Texas. 

1847. N-1. Perfect dies. (1) Coin mentioned by Newcomb, untraced; Hines? 

1847. B-46. Obverse is earliest state of N-4, with 18 plainly doubled; die file marks 
right of 7. Rev. Roughness joins E of ONE to wreath; also at left ribbon, 
UNITED and parts of wreath. Ex Warfield, ex Bullowa, 5/52. 

1847. N-13. (1) Coin mentioned by Newcomb, untraced. 

1847. N-25. Proof only. Rev. 1844 B-8. (1) ANS, probably the coin described by 
Newcomb. (2) TJC 340, ex Mehl as "Andrews 13"; unverified. 

1847. B-41. Similar to N-25, curl point nearer right than center of curve of 8; bust 

point right of left edge of upright of 1; small die file marks down from several 
back curls; rev. 1844 B-8. (1 ) Smithsonian. (2 ) Dupont 898 - JJP. (3) 

Ryder 925 to Kagin, from Raymond sale 4/14/H. (4) TJC 341, ex Dr. 

French, reappearing in 1958 ANA sale lot 566. (5) Philadelphia collection. 

Cf. also Mougey 248-9, former from Sleicher. 

The Beckwith coin and those in the Winsor 1068 and Stickney 1791 sets are not 
identified. 

1848. Open 4 types are not known in Proof. Closed 4: N-8. Reported, Neil 2110, 
possibly only a misattribution for the following: 
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1848. N-19. Rev. of 1844 B-8. (1 )* Smithsonian. (2) Newcomb II 745. (3) Boyd, 

NN 51st sale, 1262. (4) Dupont 911, spotty. (5) Dupont 912, nicked. 

(6) Dupont 913, cleaned (7) TJC 345 ex Chapman, Wurtzbach, Brand, Hines, 
Sheldon, Henderson. (8) Clarke 346 ex B. H. Collins, Mehl. (9) TJC 347 
ex Morris. (10) Uncatalogued Clarke duplicate seen with the auction lots. 

(11 ) Beckwith 108 ex Zug 1127, possibly duplicating one of the above. 

(12) Bareford. I have seen several others. Cf. Mougey252, 253, 254 bronzed. 

NB. The ''N-20 Proof" in the Sawicki collection wasn't a Proof. There are also the 
untraced pieces from Winsor 1069, Stickney 1792, and Cleneay 840 Proof sets. 

1849. N-1. (1) ANS ex Clapp ex HChapman, Jan. 1927, at $MA (equals $15. - 

Clapp's code work was "mendacious", his own private jape at coin dealers. ) 

(2) Elder, Oct. 17, 1908 (was this the JBWilson sale?), #433, Ryder 929, 
Kagin, R. Stolberg. (3 ) Norweb ex Mougey 255. Lahrman 451 unverified; 
cf. Clarke 354, ex French, so-called, but not a Proof. 

1849. N-18. Rev. of 1844 B-8o (1 ) Dupont 930 to DN. (2 ) Dupont 931 to WCB. 

(3) C. David Pierce - TJC 357. (4) Mehl, as "Andrews 1", to Clarke 358. 

(5) Boyd, NN 51st, 1267. (6) Macallister to Holmes 1639. (7) Newcomb II 

746. (8) Sloss to Lahrman 452. Cf. the R. Stolberg piece. Cf. also Beckwith 
109 ex Mougey 256. 

Untraced: those from Stickney 1793 Proof set; HPSmith 1239 Proof set. 

1850. N-9. (1) ANS ex Clapp ex Mehl. (2 ) Clarke 359 ex Hines, Sheldon, Henderson. 

One other reported. 

1850. N-11. (1) Newcomb II 747. (2) JJP, same coin? (3) Clarke 361 ex French. 

(4) Clarke 360 ex Mehl , WFMorgan. (5) That offered to Downing by W. F. 

Webb, July, 1941. (6) Beckwith 110 ex Crawford, Steigerwalt sale 1894, 

lot 527. (7) Mougey 258, Sleicher, not impossibly duplicating one of foregoing. 

That in Proof set in Bibliotheque Nationale, Paris, not attributed; it came from Alex. 
Vattemare from Philadelphia Mint, 1850. Ditto HPSmith 1240 set. 

1852. B-23: obv. N-8, rev. new, doubling on S OF and some other letters. 

(1) Crawford 530, Ryder 935, Kagin. (2) Dupont 964 as N-8. (3) Norweb. 

(4) Sawicki 753. French-Clarke 381, unseen, may have been this variety. 

Cf. also Beckwith 112 ex Bement 401 - the Norweb piece ? Mougey 262-263. 

1852. N-12. Downing was offered one by W. F. Webb, July, 1941; untraced. That 
in Sawicki 735 has been doubted. 

1852. "B-25" Obv. N-15, rev. die file marks over AMERIC. Boyd, NN 51st. 
lot 1290, 
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The alleged N-5's in Clarke 376, 377 respectively ex Mehl and W. F. Morgan are 
unverified. That in the Winsor 1070 Proof set was uncirculated, not Proof. 

1853. The Mougey Proof set, lot 1277 - where is it? That in the Crawford sale of 
1894, reappearing in Ryder sale, turned out to be an early strike. 

1854. N-12. This is probably R5, surely no more than low R6. 

1855. N-10, More likely R4 than R5. Two in Lahrman, two in Dupont, two in Clarke, 
etc. 

1855 N-11. Proofs only. R7. Newcomb seems never to have owned one. {1) One 
offered by Walter F. Webb to Homer Downing, 7/3/41. (2 ) Dupont 1011. 

(3) Geiss-Lahrman 486. (4) Clarke 420, ex Mehl as "Andrews 10". 

(5) (6) Two specimens owned by Judge Sawicki. (7) Private collection, 
shown me in 1950's. (8) Impaired proof, since lost track of. It is likely 

that (1) above duplicates one of the later ones. 

1856. N“5. Proofs only. R4, not R5. Four in Dupont, two in Newcomb, two in 
Downing-ANA 1952 sale, three in Clarke: these are all surely different; and 
a full page could be occupied with demonstrably different single records. 

The "N-7" in Lahrman 495, allegedly Proof, is unverified; the "N-4" in Clarke 423 
was not a Proof. 

1857. (Proof cents appear to have been in the sets in January only; it is also possible 
that some were restruck later. There also are two off delivery figures turned up by 
R. W. Julian which may represent Proofs: January 24, 1857 - 133(i equals 266 half 
cents?; Feb. 7, 1857, 238(i equals 238 Proof cents?; or do both represent Proof cent 
deliveries? ) 

1857. N-3. Proofs only. Rev. of 1856 N-5. Often rosy red like the 1856's and often 
slightly off center; sometimes with moderately high knife -rims. This is 
high R4, not R5. Same comment as to 1856 N-5. 

1857. N-5. Proof only. (1) Smithsonian, from Mint's Proof set, obtained January, 
1857. (2) Untraced, ex 1952 ANA Conv. sale, lot 2225, ex Downing, ex Hines, 
from the Morgenthau sale of June, 1942; if memory serves, this collection was 
formed prior to the Civil War. (3) Brand, Ryder 949. (4) Dupont 1028. 

(5) Straus estate, lot 416, to DN. (6) CSNA 1956 privately to W. K. Raymond. 

I have seen a couple of others, but this is surely low R7, no worse. 

1857. B“6. Obv. N-4, brilliantly polished; reverse new, numerous striae pointing 
southeast, without the usual marks of the N-4 reverse. Dupont 1027 to DN. 
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THE 1837 N-12 LARGE CENT AND THE ACCESSORY E 

Jules Reiver 


Herewith is a photo of an 1837 large cent, the N-12. It presents an excellent 
example of an engraver's error, caprice, or possibly a commentary on his drinking 
habits. 


In the group of leaves under the E in AMERICA, an accessory E can be noted. 

The 21st leaf covers most of the E, but the top, bottom, and end tip of the center serif 
of the E clearly show. 

The F in OF, the N in ONE, and the C in CENT have been slightly recut. One 
specimen of the N-12 has a rim break between the 11th and 12th stars. 

I checked with George Ramont and C. Douglas Smith, and both found the E on their 
N-12's. 


EDITOR'S NOTE: Julius Reiver's discovery of an accessory E on the 1851 N-12 is 

most fascinating. One wonders how the accessory E ever escaped Newcomb's sharp 
eye he studied the Late Dates very thoroughly, pored over both obverse and re- 

verse of each variety most intently, even subjected the coins to microscopic study. 


The Editor checked the two N-12's which he owns. Both coins grade F12. On 
one reverse, the accessory E stands out very clearly. On the second specimen, although 
the reverse is very sharp, there is definitely no accessory E present. The Editor 
checked the attribution of both coins and feels that both are N-12's. Capt. Wright 
checked them also and was of the opinion that the one without the E was not N-12, but 
could find no other attribution which would fit. 

In Reiver's comments, he suggested various reasons to account for the accessory 
E. Adam Eckfeldt was Chief Coiner of the Mint at this time. Maybe the E stands for 
Eckfeldt, and was done as a joke, to commemorate a birthday or anniversary, or 
merely to express his independence as Coiner. If only there were an accessory A 
similarly hidden, it would clinch such a suggestion. Unfortunately, the E stands alone! 


WALTER BREEN says: "Clearly the (accessory) E was first mispunched. As 
the wreath is incuse in the die, the punch would not have made an exact fit. Hence, 
only the corners of the E are showing, i.e. the E appears interspersed between the 
leaves of the wreath. Disappearance of the E would result from die wear or from weak 
striking." 
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CLOSE-UP OF TI-IE 1837 N-12 SHOV7IHG THE ACCESSORY E 





WALTER BREEN COMMENTS ON "PENNY-WISE" No. 11. 


"No trouble whatsoever in making a few notes on the previous issue of PENNY- 
WISE: 

Capt. Wright's effort on the 1794-1807 reverse types duplicates an unpublished 
manuscript which I did in 1950. I recall correspondence with Homer Downing on the 
subject. Dr. Sheldon didn't want to rearrange the order of the 1796's for PENNY 
WHIMSY as it was too much trouble. Yet, sooner or later, some one will have to do 
so, overlapping with the article I had in PENNY-WISE on the 1797's. 

I feel that Scot did the Reverse types of 1794 and 1797 and J. S. Gardner the 
type 1795-6. I lumped the 1795 A and B reverses with the later Type 1795. The Type 
1797 wreath was made v/ith a hub (this did not include the projecting stems; hence 
there are several stemless dies and many with stems at various angles). The 
differences are those that v/ouid be introduced by hand work, e.g. berry size, addition 
of 6th berry left or right, etc. Only for the "O" group 1798-1801 (and the 1802 S-237) 
do we find an attempt at complete hubbing. John Wright had better recount the 
reverses unless he's counted the new ones. 

In 1796-7 there also is another important reverse distinction: the small or large 
fraction. The small fraction dies are all rare: 1796 I, K, O, R and 1797 K. These 
use the same punches as the Gardner Type '95 dies for the fraction, and must have 
preceded the Type '97 large fraction. 

Herb Silberman's article on the 1799 cents is o.k. I myself prefer to use PC 
midway B E for the overdate obverse and the spacing 1 7 99 for the perfect date. Also, 
the collector should find a copy of New Netherland's 56th Sale Catalogue and use the 
cover plate for checking any purported 1799/8. 

Again, re: Capt. Wright - the 1797 S-124 shows the E in AMERICA over M on 

the piece in one of the late New NetheiTand sales this particular piece was 

crowding VF. Later die states don't show it, just as the B beneath R on the 1793 S-4 
also becomes weaker. I was clued into the latter by Dr. Thomas Hall who mentioned 
it in one of his notebooks the one in ANS if my memory is correct. 

However, I definitely question Wright on this one: "Now that cents are small 
and 'convenient', how often do you have twenty or more in your pocket?" Answer: 

most of the time if you live in a city which has a sales tax either you need them 

to pay it or you get them in change as a result of it. 

The only difficulty about underlining the particular Census Condition coins used 
on the PENNY WHIMSY plates is this: sometimes the obverse and reverse are not of 
the same coin. I can recall helping to select prints while PENNY WHIMSY was being 
made up, and this problem recurred. Some of the plates are the same old favorites 
used in the book EARLY AMERICAN CENTS; but the rubber cement had dried up on 
some, allowing occasional obverses and reverses to drop out, and new photos had to 
be found. In other instances, where three or four obverses share a single reverse. 
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or worse where there is a complicated intermuling group as in the 1793 Liberty Cap 
cents, you have to say which obverses and which reverses are from which coins and 
which appearance on the place is involved. But even the underlining procedure fails 
to enable accurate grading as in the highest condition levels. Too much depends on 
surface to enable adequate distinctions to be made by photography alone. The differ- 
ences between a grading of 55 and 65 might well be obscured in even the best photos, 
still more so in the steps between a contact print and a halftone cut. 

The alleged counterfeit cents produced.in Attleboro, Massachusetts in 1844 were 
probably not fake cents - I have seen none of that period - rather, they were probably 
the cent-sized tokens, Hard Times tokens, or the undated store cards of the same 
period. I judge this from the fact that Attleboro is known to have been the source of 
many Hard Times tokens (See Low's book for details). 

The Chapman (1897 ) Brasher doubloon may have been the last to turn up (I'd 
have to recheck my article in the ANS Centennial Publication, 1958), but their 1804 
dollar was definitely not the last of any of the three classes. See the Newman-Bressett 
"Fantastic 1804 Dollar" book for details. For one thing, the dollar in the King of 
Siam's Proof set of 1834 did not come to light until the summer of 1962, resulting in 
much of the Newman-Bressett book having to be rewritten. 

As for Pretsch's article on grading, I will only mention that "axioms" are by 
definition self-evident statements, i.e. statements whose negations are self- 
contradictory. (Examples of axioms: 1 equals 1; if A is larger than B, and B is larger 
than C, then A is larger than C. ) Pretsch's so-called grading axioms are not even 
procedural rules; and where they are quantified, i.e. No. 4, they are arbitrary and 
not always correct. 

Aside from this, the issue is "jes' fine" in the words of Pogo's little friend. I'll 
write Capt. V'right separately on the quiz, which is formidable indeed. 

Best, 

Walter." 


A NON-MEMBER NEEDS HELP! - Mr. Robert H. Blank of upstate New York recently 
asked if the EAC might be able to explain the markings on two large cents purchased 
in a small antique shop in Pemaquid, Maine. Both coins are culls, one a Draped 
Bust type, the other a Coronet type. Both have been overstruck with "1793" where the 
date would ordinarily appear. The die impression is identical on both coins, has been 
done professionally, and is very sharp in contrast to the worn backgrounds. Anybody 
have any ideas? Does anyone know why cull large cents might have been counter- 
marked "1793"? 
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A GAME OF OLD CENT WHIST 


By Member X 

The following account is true. The game was played on March 8 , 1969 
between two EAC members. The names have been omitted so that the 
details of this match could be published without jeopardizing the col- 
lections concerned. See PENNY WHIMSY, page 336, for the playing 
rules of "Old Cent Whist". 

Old Cent Whist is a game which is older than I am. Dr. Sheldon mentions matches 
of Old Cent Whist that predate the venerable Lincoln Cent, and the game may have been 
old even then. Although I have collected the old coppers for more years than I care 
to remember, I have never challenged or been challenged to a "Whist Match". Last 
week ail of that changed when I called Member Y concerning our mutual "non-aggression 
pact". (Whenever an auction contains a lot we both want, each states his maximum to 
the other. The man with the lower maximum declines to bid and the other bids his 
maximum, having one less competitor to drive the price up. ) 

During the conversation I invited Y over for the weekend, since he lives only a 
few hundred miles away. As a response, Y proposed bringing his cents and challenged 
me to a match, bince I have seen less than ten collections which could better mine, I 
jumped at the chance. Second thoughts came after I hung up. Certainly I have the 
Best Collection in Town", but that doesn't count for much when the "Expert from Out 
of Town" makes a challenge. However, the fat was in the fire now - nothing to do but 
run downtown to pick up my cents from the vault. 

Saturday has come and so has Y. We face each other across a square of green 
felt - his pile of boxes on his side, mine on the other. Sheldon-One and I'm ahead two 
points to nothing. Sheldon-Two and the cumulative score is still 2-0. Maybe this 
won't be so bad after all. 

By the end of 1794 I'm ahead 61 to 30. With S-76 we hit a snag. Y doesn't want 
to count both 76a and 76b (probably because he doesn't have a 76a). He finally con- 
cedes that if he were offered a 76a he v/ould buy it, so we'll count edge varieties too. 

The problem hasn't come up in 1793 or 1794 since neither of us had more than one each 
of the S-11 , 17, 18, 19, or 20. The plain-edged "ONE CENT High" causes a small 
problem too. He thinks mine is better and I think his is better. We trade coins and 
take one point apiece. 

By early 1798 my score is still double his and I am beginning to feel less appre- 
hensive. His S-153 has the big die break at the tip of the bust. I like that and he 
prefers mine. We trade and take a point apiece. 

He's bettered me a few times recently, but here's where I get back at him. My 
S-155 is an acknowledged XF45. Talk about over kill ! ! His coin is barely identifiable, 
and mutilated to boot - a crude alteration to 1799. It seems a shame to only gain one 
point on him (my 2 to his 1 ) for such a match. With S-171 he rubs salt into the wound. 
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I lack the variety, so any coin he has is worth two points to him. He drops something 
onto the felt. The "coin" might go as high as a grade 1, were it not holed and crudely 
counterstamped "1801" in half-inch figures. Yes, the diagnostic rim break is visible, 
and for that he gets two points. 

I recoup a few of my losses in 1800 and hold about even in 1801, but we come to 
his strength now and he starts to pile up two points to my one left and right. Not many 
of my 1802 's measure up to his, and very few of those rate more than a 1-1 tie. I 
manage to earn 2-0 on my S-234, but my S-238, Condition Census by 1958 standards 
(but not by 1969 standards), rates only a tie. His 3-240 makes my eyes pop - a CC 
coin b y any standard. He refuses my offer to trade. 

The next year is no better for me. His 1803's match his 1802's quite well and 
point by point I'm sinking. I manage to score 2-0 on my NC-1 and S-264, plus 2-1 on 
S-257, 263, and 265. A couple of 1-1 ties keep me even (including another trade, my 
S-256 for his), but mostly it's 2-1 for Y. 

For 1804 I score 2-0 for the original and he gets the same for the restrike. Even 
though this "coin" is a later-date fabrication, I have to admit that I'm looking for one, 
so it's worth two points. 

The rest of the series breaks about even. He gets 2-1 on about half and I get 2-1 
on the others. I pick up a couple of points on my S-272, but he has everything else so 
the trouncing is past. My S-291 is jokingly marked "XF", which it is not. His coin is 
a clean, tan Fine; mine is an encrusted VF. We are both pleased with the trade and 
claim a point apiece for the variety. 

The final score is 388 for me and 230 for him. No less than four varieties have 
been traded even. The five-hour session has given me (and Mr. Y too) the best 
opportunity I've ever had to minutely examine each and every coin of another person's 
collection, as well as an excellent opportunity to revisit my own coins. The session 
would have been every bit as rewarding had the scores been reversed. 

Now my confidence is up again. Not only is this fun, but I find that I'm pretty 
good at it. Whist, anyone? 

ANOTHER USE FOR LARGE CENTS - In COIN WORLD for March 12, 1969 on page 12, 
Walter E. Stevens, Jr. of Cleveland, Ohio is quoted as saying "that some large cents 
had holes punched in them so that they could be hung around the necks of slaves or 
Indians." He cited Leon Lindheim, noted numismatist and author, as the source of 
this information. 

AND STILL ANOTHER USE - One of our members who is a large cent collector and 
part-time dealer, recently acquired a belt made of large cents. The belt is 27 inches 
long, two coins wide, and made use of 44 large cents from 1824 to 1855. The coins are 
nicely matched as to color and are mostly of VG grade, with some F, and a few VF, 

The belt is not for re-sale at this time. 
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TWO CENTS WORTH 


Herbert A. Silberman 

At a recent coin show, I was introduced by one of our members to a dealer (also 
a member) who was said to have better-than -average large cents. The dealer offered 
me several rare, attributed pieces and I purchased one. When I examined the piece 
at home, its attribution wasn't even close - a purported Hayes-27 it wasn't, and that 
is almost an impossible mistake to make, even for a casual observer. 

This is typical of what has been going on at local shows , and unless we in the 
EAC do something positive, the collector-dealer relationship existing in the EAC will 
have to be overhauled. 

A dealer in rare coins carries with the title a certain halo, and if he intends to 
deal in attributed coins but doesn't even come close, I don't know whether he should be 
allowed to remain as a member. 

This is not my first experience at buying mis -attributed pieces, and I suppose it 
is not my last. A preceding experience was more atrocious and the dealer got quite 
nasty. Other collectors must have had similar experiences. 

Of course I should have examined the coins more carefully and attributed them 
myself, but sometimes this is not always possible. 

I do not recall the names or numbers of the members involved in my particular 
cases. But, in general, without blacklisting anyone. I'd like to hear from other 
members who may have had dealer problems. If a name keeps re-appearing, then we 
will do something about it. 


AND JOHN WRIGHT ADDS HIS "TWO CENTS WORTH" 

George Pretsch has some sound ideas in his essay on the "Grading of Large 
Cents*' but he's too dogmatic. "Coin grading" is only a science as music is a science. 

I think that Stillwell hit it on the head in PENNY-WISE No. 4, pages 7 and 8; and I'm 
afraid that all Pretsch will succeed in doing, despite his hard work and good intentions, 
is to make the al ready-cloudy waters a bit more turbulent for a while. 

After reading Mr. Pretsch's carefully-formulated grading procedure, I decided 
to give it a try. Walking into a local coin shop I found the dealer overjoyed with his 
latest acquisition — a rather beat-up 1793 Liberty Cap large cent. At today's prices 
these have an effective Basal Value somewhere around $100. (they usually run about 
$400. Good, $700. for VG, and $1200. -$1400. Fine). An examination of my pro- 
spective purchase showed it to be rough and black, around Fair by wear, with a few 
other problems. Since past experience has taught me that most much-worn 1793 Caps 
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are rough and black, and since Mr. Pretsch allowed me the option of "personal judg- 
ment" by not requiring me to subtract the two points he listed for color abasement, I 
elected not to deduct anything for color. Subtracting the seven points required for the 
corroded area covering Miss Liberty's eye and the seven more for the digs on the 
head and neck, I arrived at a final grade of minus twelve. Accordingly, I told the 
dealer that I would take the coin off his hands if he would pay me $1200. to do so. I 

still can't see why he threw me out maybe I made a mistake somewhere. 

(Let’s see, that was two, minus seven, minus ) 

My "Counter-example" cited above is a result of Mr. Pretsch's attempt to reduce 
something as nebulous as "pleasantness of appearance" (i.e. grading) to an inflexible 
set of no-exception rules. Any such attempt to remove the "art" from coin grading is 
bound to have loopholes all over. Even if this particular one is removed, others will 
become apparent later. 


THE EAC AS A C LEAKING HOUSE FOR DATA 
Herbert A. Silberman 

Julius Reiver's suggestion of a "clearing house" for data on large cents, which 
appeared in a recent issue of PENNY-WISE, is superb! 

If the members will send in all information in the form of descriptive data, 
photographs, or rubbings, we will start the master file. The type of information 
we're looking for is this: new dies, new or unlisted die states, mules of existing 

dies, etc. I'm sure that Dr. Sheldon would be glad to have a central file on the Early 
Dates and our members would be helping Walter Breen in his soon-to-be-published 
revision on the Late Dates. 

In reference to the Clearing House, I would like to report a 1796 NC-3 with 
great rim failure on the reverse at TE of STATES and a more pronounced obverse 
failure over the ER. This might explain the final use of Obverse No. 8 and the short 
life of Reverse O. 

Whose next ? 

And to those members who haven't paid their 1969 dues of $5. , fie on you! To 
those who received notices of non-payment even though they had already paid, I 
apologize. To those who didn't know where or what to send and who felt hurt by the 
notice, I apologize. But, dear members, we must be kept solvent and your dues are 
needed. Next year we will send out formal bills and eliminate any embarrassment. 
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FOR THE LOVE OF PETE OR MARY OR JOHN 


Paul Carter 

After reading the interesting articles in PENNY-WISE on counter-'inarked and 
mutilated large cents, and inasmuch as love tokens fail into the same category, I thought 
that an article on them might be of interest. It is only recently that love tokens have 
become collectible items and have been sought after by collectors, and very little has 
ever been written about them. Hence, what I have to say will be based mostly on 
personal observations. 

Although love tokens belong to the same family tree as counter-marked and 
mutilated coins, they are a distinct entity of their own and they occupy a prominent 
place on the tree. It must be remembered that counterstamps could be and were pro- 
duced by any one with a hammer and punch, whereas the production of love tokens re- 
quired artistic ability and skill with graving tools. It is this artistic appeal which 
accounts for the new popularity of love tokens; and rightly so, for the artists who pro- 
duced them have turned out some beautiful pieces. I have intentionally called the 
engravers of love tokens "artists” , for they were that, in the true sense of tne word. 
Their cutting had to be done with skill and care, and there was no allowance for error. 

A slip with the graving tool meant disaster, as the piece was then ruined. 

There is no record as to who first applied the term "love token" to these pieces; 
but whoever it was must have done so symbolically. It is rare to find a love token with 
the word "love" engraved on it. Instead, the gravers used various symbols of love such 
as two overlapping hearts, entwined initials, a bow with arrows, an arrow in a heart, 
love birds, Cupid, and others. One of the best which I can recall showed a heart 
bearing harpstrings which were being plucked by Cupid. 

Occasionally a necklace or bracelet of love tokens is found intact. These often 
tell a story in themselves and undoubtedly reflect the personality of the former owner. 
Inasmuch as it is not uncommon to find a necklace or bracelet bearing eight or ten 
male names, there must have been head hunters in the love token era too - women who 
had no more scruples about hanging another conquest to their necklace or bracelet than 
their literal counterpart in the South American jungles. 

Although I have had in my possession several complete necklaces or bracelets 
during the past few years, I failed to keep an accurate record of the various tokens and 
the stories they told. Much work needs to be done in this area. But, as an illustration, 
the bracelet might contain various tokens, each of which had a specific meaning to a 
particular couple: Token #1 - male and female names in a wreath of vines; Token #2 - 
bluebirds singing, perched on a limb; scroll work around the edge; Token #3 - a canoe 
and paddles, with water lilies and cattails around the edge; Token #4 - an owl under a 
crescent, leafs around the edge; Token #5 - two overlapping hearts, with an edge 
design of flowers; Token #6 - a love seat with fireplace in the background, edge 
framed in diamonds; Token #7 - wedding bells in a lace wreath- 

A collector who becomes interested in love tokens as single pieces will find them 
unsurpassed as to variety. No two are exactly alike, even when made by the same 
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engraver. In fact, the differences are so pronounced, it is difficult to find two that 
even remotely resemble each other. This makes cataloguing one's collection some- 
what difficult. One reasonable way would be to catalogue them as to types: e.g. by 
initials, landscapes, seascapes, animals, flowers, birds, buildings, etc. Another 
would be to catalogue them as to various types of jewelry: e.g. bracelets, necklaces, 
pins, brooches, buttons, and watchfobs. 

Love tokens seem to have been popular at three various periods during our nation's 
history: 1860-1864, during the Civil War; 1880-1890; and from 1914 to the middle 
1920's. 1885 was a particularly prominent year. These observations are based on the 
predominance of uncirculated coins from those periods which have been made into love 
tokens . 

During the time of the Civil War, many of the larger coins, such as half dollars 
and quarters, were made into "dog tags". These usually bear the soldier's name, 
rank, and company, and the name or initials of the donor. 

In the 1914-1925 period, another type was used. These coins were not defaced, 
but were frosted, painted with an enamel, baked in a kiln, and glass-fused. They 
usually have a loop attached and were used as pendants. They are generally quite 
attractive. I have seen Barber half dollars and Peace dollars so treated, and at 
present have a 1917 Standing Liberty quarter used for this purpose. 

Occasionally a rare date coin is found which has been made into a love token, 
much to the chagrin of the finder. I car recall seeing a 1799 silver dollar which had 
been engraved with two pairs of initials and with delicate vines and leaves in the ob- 
verse field. It should be remembered that the coins so decorated were just circulating 
coins at the time; and if they had not become love tokens, they might never have been 
foundo 

From personal observation, almost every coin series in the U.S. mintage has 
come under the engraver's eye piece and has been made into love tokens. Dimes were 
most commonly used, and in succession came the $1. gold pieces, half dimes, quarter 
dollars, half dollars, the three cent silver pieces, $2 l/2 gold pieces, Morgan and 
Trade dollars, $5 gold pieces, and the twenty cent pieces. Large cents were rarely 
used as love tokens. Those so used generally contained names, sometimes with a 
business address, or names and symbols of fraternal organizations. Three cent 
nickel and five cent nickel pieces were also rarely used, pi-esumable because the 
metals were too difficult to work. Likewise, copper and nickel pieces were of low 
value - who could risk the ire of his lady love by using a coin of so little value and the 
implication which it might suggest? 

Most love tokens preserve the obverse of the coin and the date, the latter usually 
being significant to the parties concerned: e.g. date of birth, date of marriage, the 
year the couple met, etc. The reverse was usually ground off, buffed, polished with 
jeweler’s rouge, the design laid out with a small prick punch, and then the artist, using 
an eye piece, but the design into the metal with graving tools. There were various 
methods of finishing the pieces: those for use on watchfobs were often gold-plated to 
match the chain; when used as a brooch, they were often inlaid with black as a contrast 
Many tokens were darkened in the incuse design to show up better on the polished sur- 
faces. 
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I have been fortunate to see many different types of love tokens, living as I do 
near Attleboro, Massachusetts, the so-called "jewelry city of the world". Some of 
the finest engravers in the country have worked at Attleboro. 

Today machine -engraving and press work, the one being a stereotype of the other, 
have replaced the hand engraving of the past, and these have destroyed the production 
of love tokens with their endless varieties based on the artist's free-will choice. 

If one has a love token, he can be assured that it is the real thing and not a 
modern counterfeit, as the cost of reproduction would be too prohibitive. For 
example, if one used a Seated Liberty dime which sells today for about $1.50 and then 
paid another $8. or $10. for the hand engraving, it would make the selling price of 
the token quite high. Love tokens are one of the most reasonably priced collectible 
items on the market today. You can be sure that they will not remain that way long. 

EDITOR'S NOTE: Paul Carter's article on love tokens is the best one seen on this 

particular subject. An extensive perusal of other articles which nave appeared in 
various numismatic journals failed to turn up little additional information not touched 
upon by Carter. Those items which might be of interest are as follows: 

Love tokens probably originated in England and became popular in the United 
States shortly after the Civil War. Preceding the love tokens in England were 
"benders", so-called because the donor bent or bowed the coins, usually a sixpence, 
and gave it to his lady love to convey, maintain, and stimulate her love for him. Rarely 
was any heed paid to the date of the piece; and because of the bowing of the coin, one 
could readily carry it on his person without fear of spending it in error. 

Coins which had been broken into two pieces were also treasured by lovers, 
each one keeping a half, with the expectation that when the two parts could be brought 
together again, the owners might be joined in wedlock. 

Likewise, it was an ancient and universal custom to give a coin upon betrothal - 
acceptance of the coin being symbolic that the agreement was mutually satisfactory. 

Gold coins, occasionally silver ones, were usually exchanged on such occasions. 

Strange to say, the English love tokens are more commonly found on copper 
half pennies and pennies than on any other denomination. 

Although many love tokens undoubtedly were made by engravers and jewelers 
living in Attleboro, Massachusetts, many also were the work of soldiers, sailors, 
travelers, and people incarcerated in prisons - people who had excess time on their 
hands and could while away the hours creating elaborate designs. Likewise, itinerant 
engravers frequently appeared at county and state fairs and produced love tokens on 
individual order- One such artisan set up his booth on the midway at the 1892-1893 
Columbian Exposition in Chicago, and turned out love tokens literally by the hundreds. 
He could produce a fairly elaborate and ornate token in about a half hour's time. 
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George S. Frost of California, who has a large collection of love tokens, reports 
that his collection includes dates between 1852 and 1924, most however bearing one in 
the 1880's. It has been said that so many dimes were used for love tokens in 1882 that 
the U. S. Mint had to increase its production to offset the demand. 

About ninety per cent of love tokens were made from dimes, but half dimes, 
quarters, halves, dollars, even gold pieces , have been found so inscribed. Custom 
usually decreed that only the first name should appear on a love token - rarely is 
one found bearing a last name. 

Most love tokens are "holed" so that they could be suspended on a thread or 
chain and used as a pendant or attached to a bracelet. A few served as brooches, 
earrings, stickpins, even cufflinks. In some cases, the engraved coins were merely 
used as pocket pieces or good luck tokens. 

Although rising costs did much to eliminate the love token production, probably 
the most important deterrent of all was the Coin Law of 1909 which made it illegal to 
debase U. S. coins. 
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LOVE TOKEN EXHIBIT 

Thomas P. Wolf (EAC-#31) and his wife exhibited a display of Love Tokens at 
the South Florida Coin Show on April 10. Using a number of different-sized hearts 
cut from red velvet, placed on a white velvet background, the Wolfs mounted 93 
different Love Tokens in their display. These were shown as single pieces such as 
brooches, stick pins, or cuff links and in groups of multiple tokens such as on 
necklaces or bracelets. 

The display included Love Tokens on large cents, Indian Head cents, silver 
three cent pieces, seated Liberty quarters, half dollars, a dollar, even a Commem- 
orative (Columbian) Half Dollar. Four or five of the tokens were on foreign coins. 

Using his own knowledge of Love Tokens and aided somewhat by Carter's article 
which appears above, Tom prepared a poster which told the pertinent details as to the 
nature of the tokens and he placed this at the rear of the exhibit. The entire display 
turned out to be quite an eye-catcher and attracted considerable attention from visitors 
at the show. 

Despite keen competition from six or eight other exhibits featuring some very 
valuable coin specimens, the Wolf exhibit was awarded the second place trophy. The 
Wolf collection of Love Tokens comprises over 200 different pieces, and already the 
Wolfs have their eyes set on winning the Best of Show award next year. 
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ANSWERS TO IPENNY QUIZ 


Capt. John D.- Wright 


Waiter Breen's eleventh-hour letter increased the number of responses to the 
last PQ by 25% — our lowest response rate since last July. Naturally, Walter walked 
away with all honors with nearly a perfect set of answers, but even he rated the quiz 
as "formidable indeed". Besides Breen's response, one other paper stood head and 
shoulders above the rest: that of thirteen-year-old Jeff Ollphant. When Jeff has the 
advantage of Breen's extra two decades or more of study there's no telling how far 
this boy will go. 

All respondents except Oliphant are repeats and have been sent packets of flannel - 
lined envelopes (for the protection of their choicer coins). Jeff won a set of Sheldon's 
EAC (1949) plates. Those few who accepted the challenge of this Quiz are listed 
below. 


I. (1 ) 1846 Small Date is the only large cent to have the unders ide of the serif on the 
1 slope upwards. Only one person got this one. 

(2 ) 1852 has an inward-curving loop ending in a knob on the 2. Two papers got this 


(3) 1842 has this style of knob on the 2 of both large and small dates. This and the 
1852 are the only knobbed-2 large cents. Four readers got this one. 

(4 ) 1823 is the only year with a hooked top on the 3. Although the 3 on 1830 and 
1835-1839 are similar to this, the top on the 1830 is more clubbed and that of 
the 1835-1839 period is curled, not hooked. Two readers listed the correct 
answer on this one. 

(5 ) 1813 and 1803 Large Date cents have the tip of the serif of the 3 pointing up as 
well as down, and an oversized lower loop. Other flat -topped 3's (1793, 1803 
Sm Dt, 1843 ) have smaller lower loops and only a down-pointing serif at the 
top. Three people listed one of the two answers, but only one mentioned both 
of them. 

(6) 1845 has a completely upright, flat-topped 5. While the 1835 Large Date is 
similar in this respect, its lower loop is much larger than that illustrated. 
Three people got this one. 

(7) 1855 Slanting 5 has an inward-curving loop ending in a knob on the tall of the 5. 
Three people got this one right, but one of these listed both the 1855 and 1856 
Slant 5’s. 


Walter Breen (NY) 
Warren ILapp ( NY ) 
Denis Loring (Mass) 


Jeff Oliphant (Calif) 
Thomas Wolf ( Fla ) 


one. 
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(8) 1846 Small Date has a low, wide 6. Most of these are knobless (as shown) and 
all show the top of the 6 nearly closed, which is peculiar to this one year. 

Four people got this one. 

( 9 ) 1816 cents all show a spur on top of the loop of the 6. Two got this. 

(10) 1817 cents have a thin, straight-shafted 7 with a serif that runs up from the tip, 
but not down. Two answered this one right. 

(11) 1847 and 1857 have fat-bottomed 7's. The 7's on 1827 and 1837 are similar, 
but not so broad at the base and not so curved on the underside of the crossbar. 
Three listed one of these, but nobody listed both of them. 

(12 ) 1793 has a straight-tailed 9 on all types. The 1795 Jefferson Head also bears 
this type of 9, but was not required for a complete answer. Four readers got 
this one right. 

One of the five entries did not even attempt to answer questions I, II, III, or 
VIII. This was much more commendable than the 194 members that did not attempt 
answers on any of the questions. 

II. The 1817 Fifteen-Star (N-16) is the only cent of the 1810-1819 decade with blunt I's. 

Two readers got this one. 

III. (A) LIBERTY bears a plain straight-tailed R on large cents of the following years. 

(1 ) 1793-1798 Group I (through S-149) 

(2) 1808-1820 (all 1820's except N-4,5, 6, 8, 15 ) — No cents made in 1815. 

(3) 1831 (N-9 only; why the difference is anybody's guess) 

Only one paper listed all nineteen of these years. The other three that tried 
averaged twelve correct. 

(B) Newcomb 8 of 1825 has a straight-tailed double-footed R (as in illustration 

15). Nobody got this one. To my knowledge, this peculiarity has not been 
published, even though it is quite obvious. Since this question required 
noting an unpublished peculiarity of an obscure variety I did not expect more 
than one proper response and did not count this question. 
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rv. 


(A) Referring to illustration 
16, the Rx 97-type dies listed 
below have the annotated 
berries missing. Only one 
person missed any of these , 
and even he got four of the 
five. 


(B) The Rx 97 -type dies listed below have sue 
berries on the left branch. Those marked * are 
repeats. Two people got all eleven, two found 
ten and one stopped at seven. The main 
difficulty arose from counting the same die twice 
or more and stopping upon reaching eleven (or 
twelve ) listings. 


Misg 



Year 

Die 

Sh # 

Brrv 


Year 

Die 

Sh # 


Year 

Die 

Sh # 

(1) 

1796 

I 

NCI 

5 

(1) 

1796 

O 

NC3 

(7) 

1797 

N 

137 

(2) 

1797 

M 

NC6,136 

2 

(2) 

1796 

T 

104,105 

*(3) 

1797 

R 

NC5 

(3) 

1802 

H 

234,235, 

236 

2 

(3) 

1796 

W 

113,114, 

115 

(8) 

1798 

M 

NC2.158 

(4) 

1802 

J 

238 

4 

(4) 

1796 

Z 

118 

(9) 

1798 

DD 

181 

(5) 

1802 

K 

239,240 

2 

(5) 

1796 

AA 

119 

(10) 

1803 

M 

257 






M5) 

1797 

E 

123 

(11) 

1803 

Q 

263,264 






(6) 

1797 

L 

135 






V. Large Fractions: I could have simplified matters considerably either by adding 

"after 1800" to the question or by stating . . .than aJi other dies of the same type", 
but the fat is in the fire now. The answers I expected are listed below. 



Year 

Die 

Sh # 


Year 

Die 

Sh # 


Year 

Die 

Sh # 

(1) 

1803 

M 

257 

(3) 

1803 

O 

260,261 

(5) 

1804 

A 

266 

(2) 

1803 

N 

258,259 

(4) 

1803 

R 

265 

(6) 

1807 

C 

275,276 


Two readers listed all of the six dies expected. Two other possibilities listed by 
two readers are reverses G and H of 1795 (the Jefferson Heads). Since these are 
outside of the normally-accepted series, they were not required for credit, but 
no answer was downgraded for their inclusion. These two dies were the reason for 
not specifying a number of dies (six or eight). 

Due to the wording of the question a misunderstanding could (and did) arise con- 
cerning comparison of fraction-sizes only among dies of the same year (which was 
not my intention). This was coupled with an interpretation of "notably larger" as 
"distinguishably larger" , rather than "grossly larger" as intended. With these 
interpretations the single variety of 1804 would be omitted, as its fraction has 
nothing else to be "larger than", and the following dies would be added, as having 
slightly larger fractions than their companions of the same year only : 
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Year 

Die 

Sh- # 


Year 

Die 

Sh # 


Year 

Die 

Sh # 

(1) 

1796 

T 

104,105 

(3) 

1796 

Y 

117 

(5) 

1796 

AA 

119 

(2)' 

1796 

W 

113,114, 

115 

(4) 

1796 

Z 

118 

(6) 

1798 

DD 

181 


Obviously, since the question was ambiguously stated, these answers are as valid 
as the ones I expected. Of the three readers that read the question other than I 
Intended it, only one listed all of the additional answers. 

VI. Reverse E of 1795 (S-78) has only four berries on the left branch and three on the 
right for a total of seven berries . All other wreath-type dies have eight or more 
berries. Three papers had the correct number and the correct die. 

VII. 1801 Pointed-1 dies: Breen put the most information into the least words, so his 
answer is reprinted verbatim: 

These dies were originally made for 1800 (the punch not yet having 
broken at tip) but the final digit was customarily omitted as it was 
unc^crtain if they'd be used in 1800 or some later year. When the 
other 1801 dies were made, the punch was already broken at tip. 

By "the other dies" Breen refers to the last digit of the pointed-1 dies as well as 
to the entirety of the blunt-1 dies. Only one reader missed this one, 

VI II. 1843 saw a reduction from thirteen berries to twelve. The question "which berry 
was dropped" is a moot one as the berries were completely rearranged, one being 
lost somewhere in the shuffle. The only person that missed this one was the man 
that did not even venture a guess. 

My apologies for the lack of a new PQ this issue. Perhaps I can work one up for 
the next issue. I'm still soliciting suggestions for questions. 
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL INTEREST 


Jon G. Hanson, 261 El Camino, Beverly Hills, California, 90212, advises us that 
he has just obtained some brand new "The Cents of 1794" by S, H. Chapman. This 
book was published in 1926, and Hanson's copies were obtained from the Chapman 
estate. You can obtain a copy from Jon for $30. 

Incidentally, Jon previously donated 300 of the special, flannel-lined coin envelopes 
to the EAC and these are being used as prizes to some of the contestants in John 
Wright's "Penny Quiz". Those who are interested in purchasing such envelopes can 
contact Mr. Hanson for the latest price. The envelopes come in lots of 100. 


NEW MEMBERS SINCE PENNY-WISE #11 - March 15. 1969 

Ellen Berk 201 North Chicago Street, Joliet, Illinois 60431 

Harlan J. Berk 201 North Chicago Street, Joliet, Illinois 60431 

Julius Feldman 2475 North Haskell Drive, Apt. #554-N, 

Tucson, Arizona 85716 

Robert E. LaBouff 11219 East 59th Street, Raytown, Missouri 64133 

R. L. McArthy 4215 Maintree Court, Fairfax, Virginia 22030 

Ike Malinger 85 Nottingham Road, Fairlawn, New Jersey 07410 

Emil A. Robert 806 South Union Avenue, Havre De Grace, Maryland 21001 

Lillian S. Willins After May 1st mail to: 

P. O. Box 245, Bridgton, Maine 04009 

After December 15th mail to: 

2800 N. Atlantic Ave. , Daytona Beach, Florida 32018 


- 107 - 


• * 

SWAPS & SALES 


G. M. Patterson, 3 Greenwood Place, Menlo Park, California 94025 


FOR SALE 

: 1816 

N-1, 

State II R6 VG8 

$15. 



1823 

N-2 

F12 

40. 



1829 

N-3 

Sm. Let. R6 VG7 

12.50 



1835 

N-10 

R7 G5 

10. 



1837 

N-15 

R6 VF20 

15. 



1838 

N-8 

State b R6 EF 

15. 





Crack from rim over 5th to 

center 6th star 



1848 

N-1 

State b VF20 

8.50 



1853 

N-4 

State II R8 VF20 

12.50 





Rim break between 12th and 13th stars 



1856 

N-1 7 

EF45/AU 

13.50 








Gordon J. Wrubel, 

8415 Weil, Center Line, Michigan 48015 


1796 

S-115 

G4/2 Scratches at center of rev. R4 

$25 

1797 

S-121 

G6 

Reverse of '96 


24 

1797 

3-126 

AG3 


7 

1798 

S-154 

G6 

Pitting (reduced from F12) R4 

17 

1798 

S-161 

G6 

Bit rough 


11 

1798 

S-163 

G4 

R5 


13 

1798 

S-175 

G6 

Small dig on rev. 

R4 

15 

1803 

S-245 

G5 


R4 

9 

1807 

S-274 

VG7 Few rust pits on obv. , 

not bad R4 

20 


Will sell at listed prices, or trade for Sheldon cents F12 or better, 
Coronet cents XF-Unc. , or Braided Hair type Unc. 

Also need S-1, 1799, 1804 any grade. 





6460 Cecil iivemie 
St, Louis, Mo. 




